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Hawaiian Rules: Assimilation and Socialization in Chess Play 
on Waikiki Beach1
ジョン・ライランダー
John Rylander
This paper reports on a pilot field study involving the community of chess players who gather 
in an open air building on Kuhio Beach in Waikiki, Hawai’i. The focus is on how group members 
reveal patterns of assimilation when entering, while playing and upon completion of games.
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1 This is a revised version of a course paper submitted to Dr. Craig Chaudron in an introductory research and data analysis class he taught in 1998. I am 
grateful for having had the chance to learn from Craig.
2 During the observation period, which totaled forty-three hours over the span of two months, only one woman was seen playing, and, on that occasion, for 
only one game. Observations were conducted by myself as primary researcher and sole author with some assistance provided by a secondary researcher 
named Chris Cathis. 
INTRODUCTION
Throughout the week and at all times of the 
day, beginning sometimes as early as 8:00 am and 
extending often past midnight, groups of people 
gather at Kuhio beach in Waikiki along Kalakaua 
Avenue under a roofed-in space with cement tables 
and wooden benches to play games of chess, both 
speed and unclocked. High times of play occur after 
5:00 p.m. on weekdays and throughout the day on 
weekends—at which time, numbers may get as high 
as thirty players, though not all playing at the same 
time. The players—mostly men2—come from various 
countries: the U.S. mainland, Australia, Philippines, 
Russia, England, Thailand, Spain, Samoa, Vietnam, 
China, Canada, the Netherlands and New Zealand. 
The players, whose ages range from 14 and 63, form 
a highly permeable social group, with a membership 
consisting of both long-term island residence and 
short-term tourists. The research focus was to 
uncover processes of group socialization and how 
language use factors into group maintenance and 
group assimilation for newcomers. 
GROUNDING THEORY: Assimilation and 
Socialization
Assimilation and socialization research, for the 
most part, falls under several select categories, none 
of which have specifically been used to analyze how 
individuals establish membership in street chess 
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communities. Immigrant assimilation, Black and 
White assimilation in American vis-à-vie education 
and job selection, and Organization Socialization in 
corporate America do not address the issue of group 
assimilation in a public leisure activity. Pockets 
of research have been done on how sports prove 
to socialize children, especially male children, as 
they grow through puberty and into adulthood, but 
research pertaining to adult assimilation in a semi-
distinct, “hobby” group is limited.  
According to Van Maanen (1975), “organizational 
socialization refers to the process by which a person 
learns the values, norms and required behaviors 
which permit him to participate as a member of the 
organization” (p. 67). Such organizations generally 
posses characteristics not reflected in the target 
chess community: namely, a distinct hierarchical 
structure complete with positions and titles, policies 
of recruitment, stages of indoctrinations, prescribed 
economic rewards. As well, where the organization 
at large or in part plays an active role in assimilating 
newcomers: “...it does suggest that socialization 
processes can be typified by the extent to which the 
organization is willing to exert effort in influencing 
the individual to acquire the knowledge, abilities 
and motivation required if the person is to play the 
organizationally assigned role ...most organizations 
are principally concerned with acquainting the 
participant with the role demands and observing 
the resulting behavior” (Van Maanen 1975, p. 72). 
Organizational socialization theory, therefore, 
offered little grounding.
H ow e ve r ,  e l e m e n t s  o f  o r g a n i z a t i o n a l 
socialization carry broader explanations into the 
processes of assimilation. For example, assimilation 
as a continual aspect of human society: “a person as 
he moves in and out of a variety of social settings 
learns the requirements of continuing in each 
situation and of success in it” (Van Maanen 1975, p. 
68). Assimilation factors rely on norms and punitive 
systems: “the manner in which an individual learns 
the behavior appropriate to his position in a group, 
through interaction with others who hold normative 
beliefs about what his role should be and who reward 
or punish him for correct or incorrect actions” 
(Van Maanen 1975, p. 69). Within group pressures 
to assimilate assists in molding an individual’s 
identity in relation to the expectations of the larger 
group, and consequently a person’s sense of self-
worth becomes linked to accomplishing value-laden 
tasks performed by expert or esteemed members 
within the community. Such tasks are often essential 
in determining the manner in which other group 
members assess an individual’s inclusion status and 
worth within the group. Competence, therefore, is 
an outward display of group membership, which 
plays an active role in how novice members progress 
through the stages of group assimilation. The 
transformational effect individuals undergo—from 
novice to group member in standing to expert—is 
what defines the process of assimilation. According 
to Van Maanen (1975), “the purpose of socialization, 
then, consists of providing an individual with 
knowledge, ability, and motivation to play a defined 
role, regardless of whether the target is father, 
student, child, prisoner or priest” (p. 70).
Research conducted by Lawson (1996) on the 
assimilation of prisoners reveals that language plays 
an integral role in group assimilation. “Virtually by 
definition, organizations involve a great deal of social 
contact, negotiations, problem-solving interactions, 
and interactions with people of higher and lower 
status that the self” (p. 297). Prisonization—the 
term used to described assimilation of prisoners 
into prison culture—is affected by newcomers’ 
knowledge and use of specific language—prisoner 
argot—spoken by prisoners as an indicator of in-
group/out-group status.  According to Lawson, 
“undoubtedly, inmates have to rely on social skills 
to the fullest extent in order to assimilate into the 
prison culture and fit in, as well as to negotiate 
with staff and other inmates for both tangible and 
intangible rewards” (p. 297). Lawson specified the 
set of social skills evinced by prisoners ranged from 
initiating relationships, providing emotional support, 
disclosing personal information, stating negative 
assertion, and initiating, managing and resolving 
episodes of conflict.
The issue of language factors in assimilation 
vis-à-vie chess players is complicated by research 
on chess players that defines them as fundamentally 
introverted. In 1984, Olmo used a version of the 
Myers-Briggs Type Indicator, a psychological test 
in the form of a questionnaire measuring four pairs 
of contrasting personality choices—a) extroversion 
and introversion, b) sensing and intuition, c) thinking 
and feeling, and d) judging and perception—to 
measure 140 United States Chess Federation players, 
concluding that introversion is the most common 
personality trait found among top chess players. 
Olmos found that of tournament players there was 
a three-to-one difference between the number of 
introverts compared to that of extroverts. Introverts 
generally posses greater powers of concentration 
when compared to extroverts. According to Olmo, 
introverst are more likely to play both successfully 
and consistently, with the ability to produce fewer 
oversight blunders that opponents could capitalize on 
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during game play. A case in point is Bobby Fischer’s 
life as a chess recluse, a life that in 1975 cost him 
the World Chess Champion title when he failed to 
surface for his match and lost by default.
Research on pick-up basketball provides a 
useful model for the non-organizational assimilation 
paradigm, one in which participants join groups 
for an essentially leisure-time activity. After an 
initial period of participant observation, three main 
theories from the pick-up basketball research proved 
immediately transferable to the Waikiki beach chess 
group: one, how players use norms to control play; 
two, how standards in play in regards to winners 
and losers are used; and three, how scarcity affects 
playing norms. The first two theories follow from 
the research by Jimerson (1996) in public pick-up 
basketball games, where he states, “players need 
norms to have fun because pick-up basketball is like 
the classic prisoner’s dilemma. Pickup basketball 
players want to play in the best games they can for as 
long as they can. To play in the best games possible, 
players must play on equivalent teams. Yet, if they 
face equally capable foes, then each player has a fifty-
fifty chance of losing, and losers enjoy less playing 
time than winners, because winners play in the next 
game, while losers must wait until everyone else 
previously waiting has played before they can play 
again” (p. 354). In Waikiki, the same basic social 
rules applied. However, rather than choosing partners 
who could best assist in achieving a win, Waikiki 
chess players would need to choose an adversary 
they were able to defeat. In defeating another player, 
the winner would keep possession of the board (i.e., 
would have the opportunity of continuing play) and 
the loser would have to defer to any other player who 
had signaled their desire to join in play. This was 
true regardless of who actually owned the board and 
pieces, with board and piece ownership playing little 
role in actually managing who played and in what 
order. 
Two styles of chess were played on Waikiki 
beach: speed chess, which is clocked and run on 
dual countdown timers—one set for each player—
and standard chess, which is unclocked. Speed 
chess games allow each player five minutes of play, 
ten minutes total per game, with players shifting 
ownership of time as turns of play passed from one 
player to the other. Immediately after making a 
move, players depress buttons located on the top of 
a clock, which has either two analog faces or two 
digital readouts.  Time is continually counting down, 
and by pressing their respective buttons, players 
initiate their adversary’s counter. If a checkmate 
is not secured by black before time runs out, white 
automatically wins, regardless of position or mating 
material. On the other hand, in standard chess, time 
is “limitless” and only a checkmate secures a win. 
Draws are possible only in standard chess games, for 
in speed chess, black must mate. In both situations, 
winners retain the board and compete against the 
next person waiting. Obviously, the wait in speed 
chess is no greater than ten minutes, whereas the wait 
in standard chess may be up to or even more than one 
hour. 
In the pick-up basketball research, three norms 
emerged: entrance norms, play norms and exit 
norms. Norms of play, therefore, begin as members 
position themselves to enter the group as players. The 
choices participants make—and how they negotiate 
entry into games—will ultimately affect whether or 
not they are able to achieve game wins and encounter 
the least wait. Choosing the wrong opponent (e.g., a 
player better than oneself) could potentially result in 
a loss and then possibly an extended wait, or could 
result in a game of less “quality” (e.g., against a much 
weaker player who would offer little competition). 
Norms regarding how individuals enter games as 
players present themselves as the first norm. In the 
case of pick-up basketball, where players are chosen 
to play on a team of three to five members, the basic 
entrance norm in practice is shooting for teams at 
the onset; then norms of sequential selection (e.g., 
the next three to five people entering the gym or 
courtside) form the next team to play. Obviously, 
such methods cannot accommodate the question of 
competitors in chess. Basically, the choice is between 
a player-in-waiting and a selection of potential 
opponents currently engaged in play. Formation of 
teams plays no role in street-side chess. Instead, 
players select opponents by observation and game 
type (i.e., speed or standard). 
Just as in the research on pick-up basketball, 
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scarcity and the laws of supply and demand affect 
how entrance norms are handled. It is a simple case 
of supply and demand. For basketball players, there 
are only so many courts available and only so many 
people on hand who could function as teammates. 
In addition, Jimerson (1996) found that “as playing 
time decreased, more players tried to increase 
individual playing time at the cost of collective game 
quality. A sufficient amount of playing time causes 
players to allocate playing time in an egalitarian way, 
without regard for past performances, predictability, 
preferences, or positions. But, as the number of 
players grew (an increase in demand) or when 
one team began winning a majority of games (a 
decrease in supply) - two events that reduced the 
modal playing time - waiting players manipulated 
norms to gain more playing time” (p. 366). Initial 
observations at Waikiki beach led to the conclusion 
that there is a scarcity of boards and pieces on the 
beach. Competition style, roll-up pleather mats 
measuring 16 inches square with large, bottom 
heavy plastic pieces are the preferred game type, 
although people occasionally, but infrequently, bring 
down other types of boards and pieces. Though the 
tables themselves have chess board designs on their 
surfaces, people on the beach generally chose the 
larger mats to play on. Scarcity of boards, therefore, 
was a constant.
As mentioned, player observation and selectivity 
is an important factor in group dynamics at Waikiki 
beach, playing a crucial role in how people become 
players. Research on chess play shows that players 
have the ability to rank other players by witnessing 
the progression of others’ play by their piece 
movement. In a case study conducted by Reynolds 
(1992), he found that “fifteen chess players with 
U.S. Chess Federation (USCF) ratings from 1300 
to 2210 judged six unfamiliar chess positions taken 
from games between players with USCF ratings from 
1400 to 2600” (p. 409). The study was based upon a 
1973 study by Chase and Simon, which showed, “the 
most important processes underlying chess mastery 
are those immediate visual perceptual processes 
rather than the subsequent logical-deductive thinking 
processes” (p. 409). The research methodology 
was that research participants—all of whom where 
ranked chess players—were presented with a chess 
move. They then had two minutes to consider the 
strategic effect of the move and to estimate what 
they thought was the ranking of the player who 
had made the move. Following that, participants 
indicated their confidence in how they ranked the 
player on a Likert scale that ranged from 0 to 10, 
with 0 signifying “no confidence” and 10 signifying 
“complete confidence.” Afterwards, participants 
were shown the player’s two moves prior to the first 
move they had observed and based their ranking on. 
Then they ranked that person once more, along with 
a report of their level of confidence. This occurred 
for other players engaged in play in other games, 
with repeated observations, rankings and confidence 
reports. Findings showed that most participants felt 
a moderate to high degree of confidence in gauging 
the relative abilities of players based on snap-shot 
observations (i.e., based on merely witnessing single 
moves or on a series of moves). In regards to how 
effectively participants were at ranking players 
based on the initial move, the findings showed that 
all participants inaccurately ranked players based on 
this single move. However, as research participants 
were provided more observational opportunities 
(in the from of additional moves made by the same 
player), their rankings became closer to the actual 
rankings of the players whose moves were being 
observed. In addition, the research showed that the 
greater the ranking of the participant observer, the 
greater the likelihood of them accurately gauging the 
actual ranking of the player whose moves they had 
observed. Basically, able chess players are capable of 
assessing the relative abilities of other players, even 
based on limited observations.
RESEARCH HYPOTHESES
•	 First,	chess	players	on	Waikiki	beach	follow	
rules of assimilation.
•	 Second,	 language	 plays	 a	 par t	 in	 group	
assimilation on Waikiki beach.
•	 Third,	non-communicative	factors	play	a	role	
in group assimilation on Waikiki beach.
•	 Fourth,	competition	and	desire	to	win	is	greater	
in standard chess than in speed chess.
•	 Fifth,	 chess	 players	 use	 entrance	norms	 to	
ensure quality in games and diminish possible 
wait.
•	 Sixth,	scarcity	of	boards	plays	a	role	in	player	
selectivity in entrance norms.
•	 Seventh,	chess	players	select	 the	players	 they	
play based on similar skill levels to ensure 
competition and game quality.
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played next. These choices could have been made 
due to friendship or a knowledge of the person’s 
play. However, the researchers experienced this 
type of game entrance on several occasions, where 
individuals who had won selected a researcher 
based neither on knowledge of their play or them 
personally. The second type of entrance into game 
play occurred when winners made an open invitation 
for any person to play. Based on observations, this 
second type was less common than the first. It was 
more common for winners to take an active role in 
selecting next players. Routinely, players played at 
the same table each time they played, and on most 
occasions those playing speed chess played in a 
separate location from those playing standard chess, 
possibility because of the constant slapping of the 
timer buttons on the clocks (which could be, to those 
wanting concentration, an annoyance). The standard 
chess players played on the wings of the open-air 
building, while the speed chess players gathered in 
the middle. Audience members either sat at the chess 
tables along side the players or stood to the side.
Potential players wandered around the open-air 
building waiting and watching the games in progress, 
searching for possible openings. Occasionally a 
newcomer would find a possible opening in a pair of 
speed-chess players, who could easily fit in another 
and allow for regular intervals of rest. If there were 
an opening of this kind (i.e., only two people playing 
together), the person parks himself at the table and 
waits for the game to end. This simple proximal 
placement, in effect, acts as a form of cue for next 
turn play, placing the person in an opportunity to be 
selected as next player. The person normally remains 
close by so as to not miss his turn, which can quickly 
pass to another if they wander elsewhere to watch 
other games. When the game is up, the loser stands 
and the newcomer takes the vacant seat. Having three 
players allows for extended play and gives players 
RESEARCH METHODS: Participant 
Observer Roles
Because requests for Kuhio chess players 
to participate in written questionnaires and/or 
engage in brief interviews met with consistent and 
considerable refusals, issues of age, number of 
years playing chess, amount of time playing in the 
Waikiki beach chess group was information that 
could not be gathered.  Because of this, possible 
variables germane to the study—age, ethnicity, 
feelings of “membership” within the group, socio-
economic status—remain unknown. This problem 
of questionnaire and interview denial may stem 
from various rationales: 1) a limited understanding 
of English and inability to complete the form (many 
players are in fact homeless); 2) triad/dyad playing 
style is not conducive to interruption; 3) audience 
members are unwilling to detain themselves from 
their observations or their scouting of potential 
openings in games already in play; 4) bystanders 
often are many times not in fact chess players 
themselves but simply audience to the play; 5) there 
were no incentives to participating in either the 
questionnaire or interview; 6) players commonly 
performed sudden exits—where they departed the 
playing area immediately upon being defeated; 7) 
it is common along all of Waikiki for people to be 
distributing various leaflets, especially of a religious 
nature, which could place any sort of questionnaire 
under a suspicious light. At best, the observation 
data collected constitutes a pilot study, as it involved 
a limited data collection period and field time—
approximately 40 hours spread over two months—
rather than an actual longitudinal study. Allowed 
only one method of data collection, the focus of this 
research is limited to what was observed and through 
experiences in entering games of play. Normally, 
observation and participation was interspersed with 
trips to a nearby restaurant, where research notes 
were expanded upon and quotations overheard during 
all stages of play could be written. 
ENTRANCE NORMS 
In regards to the amount of time the participant-
observers actually engaged in play, it varied with 
each visit and ranged from not at all to over four 
hours of uninterrupted play. Participant observations 
were conducted once a week on differing days. 
The methods players employed to gain entrance 
into games also varied. The first type was basically 
through personal requests offered by winners. 
In these cases, the winner explicitly chose who 
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opportunities to give up games and take breaks while 
keeping their turns to play. When a triad exists, other 
newcomers are turned away or do not attempt to 
enter. Only when one person leaves does another step 
in to take their place and re-form the triad.
In typical standard chess games, dyads form, 
which can last for a longer period of time. This is 
not only because of the slower pace of play but also 
because new games start up immediately, sometimes 
with the dyad remaining intact. In these dyads, just 
as with the speed-chess triads, newcomers normally 
gain entrance only after a player leaves. In both 
cases, the actual owner of the board does not secure 
the board after losses, but must stand as others 
play. In some cases, the board owner finds himself 
a new game elsewhere, entrusting his board to the 
safekeeping of two other players.   
SCARCITY OF BOARDS
Striking up a conversation one day with a man 
who introduced himself by the name of George, 
I enquired about why he habitually sacrificed his 
queen early in the game. He reported that he found 
that it instantaneously raised the level of competition 
in game play. He was a board owner and so I asked 
where on the island people buy mats and pieces. He 
reported that no store sells the competition kind. 
“Everything you see here pretty much comes in by 
boat. You have to send away for them. If you want 
to play, just ask someone.” After a conversation 
about my experiences watching chess players in New 
York’s Washington Square Park, he asked if I wanted 
to play and I gained entrance. 
PLAYER SELECTION
One player ment ioned that he goes down 
infrequently and does not know anyone personally; but 
each time he goes down, he looks for the best speed 
chess players, players who would be a challenge 
for him to beat, and he plays only them. At another 
point, after losing constantly to a man over the 
course of four hours, game after game, the same man 
was heard saying to the player besting him, “I’m just 
here to see what you’ll try to do next.” He adjourned 
the game, leaving his board for another to play on. In 
this instance, he called over another guy not playing 
by saying, “Hey, come here. I’ve got someone here 
that’s just your speed. Come play him while I rest up 
a bit.” Over the next three games, both players won 
a game, and another game resulted in a tie. At other 
times, on different days, the same two players were 
observed playing for long stretches, with similar 
results occurring. From this limited data, it was clear 
that players not only display an ability to gauge the 
relative strengths of opponents, but that opponents of 
equal abilities often continued to play against each 
other. In effect, players displayed a preference for 
choosing competitors based on skill levels that would 
ensure game quality. 
LANGUAGE AND ENTRANCE NORMS
Data on language factors involved in group 
adhesion were classified into three distinct times of 
play—gaining entrance, at play, and exiting play. 
For ethical reasons as well as for the logistics of 
audio or video taping the wide selection of players 
on a day-to-day basis, data included into this section 
were limited to only that which was overheard, 
remembered, and then later written down. Inherently, 
all speech samples are short, some being recreations 
of what was said but not completely remembered 
verbatim. Names were not considered relevant and 
therefore have been omitted from the quotations.
Language for Entrance
•	 “Who’s	next?”
•	 “We’re	playing	by	the	clock,	ok.”
•	 “You’re	playing	over	there,	not	here.”
•	 “This	time,	you’re	goin’	down,	like	it	or	not.”
Language during Play
•	 “What	am	I	going	to	be	when	I	grow	up?”
•	 “The	check	is	in	the	mail.”
•	 “Are	you	talking	to	me?”	(followed	by)	“Yeah,	
I’m talking to you.”  
•	 “You’re	sounding	like	a	broken	record.	 	Time	
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a player, deep, into an endgame attack with pieces 
being quickly exchanged, called out, “The check is 
in the mail,” every time he moved a piece, even when 
no actual check occurred. When his attack proved 
fruitless (he had not calculated far enough into the 
piece exchange to recognize his opponent would 
be up on materials), his opponent started repeating 
the same phrase, “The check is in the mail,” each 
time he moved a piece, until he finally delivered the 
checkmate.
Behaviors for Entrance
•	 Rapping	on	the	table	and	calling	“I	get	winner”	
did not ensure a game.
•	 Normally	the	next	person	sits	down	and	without	
speaking begins playing, the piece colors 
being chosen simply by the back and forth 
of the game, black-white-black-white, unless 
it seemed that two people were continually 
playing the same colors against each other. If 
this happened, someone stated: “I’ll take black 
this time” or “You take white this time.”
•	 Bl i nd ly 	 choosing 	 p ieces 	 v ia 	 pawns 	 i n	
outstretched fists normally decides the sides.
•	 Pairs	often	had	the	choice	of	continuing	play,	
especially if one owned the board.
Behaviors during Play
•	 Occasionally	 players	 pointed	 to	 pieces	 on	
the boards to indicate impending doom and 
forewarn an obviously less skilled opponent 
against certain moves and towards others. 
Other times when pieces were touched, it 
seemed more in jest, as if that piece were their 
attacking goal, such as a queen or a rook, even 
though such an attack was not imminent, or 
even planned, so as to send out a “red herring” 
of sorts which may distract a player’s attention.
•	 People	playing	speed	chess	 in	 triads	seldom	
allowed a fourth member to play.
•	 Some	played	speed	only,	others	standard,	and	
others both.
•	 Bystanders	never	helped	a	player	play.
•	 Bystanders	never	spoke	 to	players	who	were	
silent during the game.
•	 Bystanders	never	pointed	out	an	 illegal	move	
while the game was in play, but waited until the 
game was finished to comment.
•	 Lit t le	 touching	 of	 others	 player’s	 pieces	
occurred, unless it had been unintentionally 
moved, or had been returned to an incorrect 
position after an undesirable move.
•	 Winning	or	 losing	matters	 little	when	no	one	
is waiting. (In a conversation with one man he 
to change your tune.”
•	 “No	 take!	No	 take!	No	 take	my	 queen!”	
(followed by) “...O.k., I won’t take your queen, 
I’ll take your rook instead.”
•	 “I’m	going	 to	 stomp	you	 like	no	one’s	 ever	
stomped you.”
•	 “Gonna	take	you	all	the	way	downtown.”
•	 “Oh,	my	ass	is	grass.”
•	 “What	am	I	going	to	do?	What	am	I	going	to	
do?”
•	 “Big	guns	comin’	out.	Here	it	comes.”
•	 “Oh,	it’s	just	a	friendly	game,	that’s	all.	Just	a	
friendly game.”
•	 “You’re	a	tricky	one,	yes	you	are.”
•	 “I’m	comin’	to	get	you.	Here	I	come.”
•	 “Oh,	 look	 at	 him,	 he’s	 coming	 at	me	with	
everything he’s got.”
•	 “You’re	a	deep	thinker,	man.”
•	 “Wow,	only	fifteen	minutes	on	that	last	move.”
Language at Exit
•	 “Another?”	 (followed	by)	“Nah,	no	more	 for	
me.”
•	 “One	more?”
•	 “Awe,	man,	why’d	you	go	and	do	that?”	(said	
after the other player neglected to repel a 
trap, by means of a simple pawn push, which 
resulted in the speaker obtaining an easy win 
early on in the game).
•	 “See,	you	looked	at	me	and	thought	I	couldn’t	
play. That’s why you lost. Ya thought I couldn’t 
play.”
•	 “What,	 you	 lose	 to	him	already?	You	must	
really want that beer?”
•	 “You	should	have	pushed	and	sacrificed	 the	
queen.”
•	 Often	 times	 people	 stood	 up	 from	 a	 game	
they had lost, said nothing and walked off. 
Somet imes people sa id ,  “Good game.” 
However, that was a rare occurrence.
The previous snippets reveal how language 
functions during each part of the three stages of 
assimilation on Waikiki beach. When looked at 
even cursorily, especially for that which is said 
during play, it is evident that much of this language 
is not designed necessarily for communication as 
it is for taunting and “talking trash.” Occasionally 
an unusual back and forth would arise, where each 
time a player made a move they repeated the same 
phrase again and again. This occurred between two 
men one night in a speed chess game with the “Are 
you talking to me” and “Yeah, I’m talking to you” 
segment. Something of the same sort occurred when 
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was limited evidence of this specific element due to 
the fact that interviews and questionnaire data could 
not be obtained. As well, the fourth hypothesis, 
regarding the assumption that competition and desire 
to win would be greater in standard chess compared 
to speed chess, could not be uncovered. The fifth 
hypothesis was that chess players would use entrance 
norms to ensure quality in games and diminish 
possible wait. This was regularly observed. It was 
clear that if a mis-match of player abilities occurred 
due to an improper next turn player selection, games 
ended extremely quickly, many times with a player 
forfeiting the game. At other times, it was observed 
that better players would sacrifice material so as to 
design challenging end-games they would need to 
accomplish. The sixth and seventh hypotheses were 
clearly witnessed. Scarcity of boards plays a real role 
in player selectivity in entrance norms, as players 
openly displayed the desire to engage in quality play 
with others of similar skill levels.
CONCLUSION
As was predicted, chess players do not fall 
into the category of assimilated members within 
hierarchical settings such as within workplace 
institutions. Rather, these members functioned as 
a group of potential challengers seeking entrance 
into games where winning was a possibility but 
not necessarily a probability. No dominating force 
schools newcomer chess enthusiasts into the “hows” 
of gaining entrance and playing chess on Waikiki 
beach. Chess has its rules, its limits on possibilities, 
and anyone knowing those rules then may play, 
with varying degrees of skill. In the research on 
organizational socialization, there is an underlying 
assumption that human social needs, especially 
the need to satisfy others, drives the assimilation 
process. However, this community revealed that 
the overarching goal of players was to participate 
in satisfying play. Chess, by its competitive nature, 
does not provide a means for satisfying the needs of 
others as a means of obtaining and displaying group 
membership. It is a game played to win. According 
to Hoffman (1961), in research on chess players, “the 
idea of crushing an opponent, I later discovered, is 
part of the mindset of every strong player. Aggression 
is the name of the game” (p. 136).
said losing fifteen games in a row is when the 
losing begins to bother him. But two, three, or 
even ten losses one after another never brought 
him down.)
•	 Few	take-backs	were	allowed,	unless	the	game	
was light-hearted.
•	 Announcing	-	calling	“check”	and	“checkmate”	
occurred very infrequently.
•	 Gambling	existed	between	players.
•	 Pointing	 to	 the	 clock	 as	 it	 ticked	 down	 to	
distract a player in the heat of the final seconds, 
especially if checkmate is imminent, was 
normal.
•	 Calling	 “touch-move”—a	 tournament	 rule	
where once a piece has been touched it must 
be moved—seldom occurred, except in heated 
games of standard chess.
•	 Players	discontinued	a	game	at	 the	onset	 if	
their opening moves ran counter to their plans 
and too many strong pieces had been lost too 
early on for them to have a chance at winning.
•	 Skillful	players	occasionally	gave	up	powerful	
pieces, such as rooks or queens, to increase 
the level of competition in the game. Some 
orchestrated an end-game where they had to 
face a knight-bishop attacking force (which 
initiates a series of movements which must 
result in check before fifty moves or the game 
is declared a draw).
•	 Bystanders	never	mentioned	problems	with	the	
clock.
•	 Bystanders	never	mentioned	when	pieces	were	
returned to different positions.
•	 Bystanders	 normally	only	 spoke	 to	players	
when players initiated talk.
Participant Norms at Exit
•	 Players	simply	stood	and	the	left.
•	 All	other	exit	norms	involved	some	talk	of	the	
game.
DISCUSSION
In regards to the first hypothesis, it was clear 
that the chess players—especially those who were 
observed routinely playing at the chess building on 
Waikiki beach—follow some rules of “assimilation,” 
especially in regards to how next players are 
selected. For the second hypothesis, it was also clear 
that language plays a part in group assimilation on 
Waikiki beach, especially during play —which many 
times presented itself in the form of “trash talk.” 
Third, non-communicative factors did play a role in 
group assimilation on Waikiki beach; however, there 
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 When considering larger issues of assimilation 
in sport or games in general, various aspects of each 
game create their own needs and demands. One 
may play golf alone, but not basketball, football, 
ice hockey or rugby. These are inherently group 
sports. In tennis, Ping-Pong, racquetball, checkers, 
backgammon, a dyad is necessary for play. Such is 
the case with chess. One needs only a knowledge of 
game rules and an ability to display tactics to enter 
into a game. Competition and the desire to play for 
the sake of playing function as the unifying force 
binding the community of players together. Or, as 
one accomplished player on Waikiki beach once 
said: “Playing chess down here is just an excuse to 
watch the women walk by.”
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